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removed too many essential safe-
guards. Since the tragedy, I have re-
doubled my efforts to improve the reg-
ulatory climate.

I have been in close contact with in-
dustry, public interest groups, local of-
ficials, Federal regulators, and con-
stituents.
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The bill that I have introduced today
addresses several concerns. Under my
legislation, number one, pipelines will
be required to be inspected both inter-
nally and with hydrostatic tests. Pipe-
lines with a history of leaks will be
specifically targeted for more stren-
uous testing. All pipeline operators
will be tested for qualifications and
certified by the Department of Trans-
portation.

The results of pipeline tests and in-
spections will be made available to the
public and a nationwide map of all
pipeline locations will be placed on the
Internet where ordinary citizens can
easily access it. All pipeline ruptures
and spills of more than 40 gallons will
be reported to the Federal Office of
Pipeline Safety. And States will be
able to set up their own pipeline safety
programs for interstate pipelines.

In addition, the bill requires studies
on various technologies that may im-
prove safety such as external leak de-
tection systems and double-walled
pipelines.

The bill has already bipartisan sup-
port. My distinguished colleagues, the
gentlewoman from Washington (Ms.
DUNN), the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. INSLEE), and the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. SMITH) have agreed to
cosponsor; and I thank them very
much for that.

Mr. Speaker, we hope to move this
legislation through Congress and I
hope the rest of my colleagues can join
with me in support of this bipartisan
proposal.

CBO COST ESTIMATE ON H.R. 1838,
TAIWAN SECURITY ENHANCE-
MENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, set forth below is
the cost estimate of the Congressional Budget
Office on H.R. 1838, the ‘‘Taiwan Security En-
hancement Act.’’ This estimate was not avail-
able on October 28, 1999, when the Com-
mittee on International Relations filed its report
on H.R. 1838.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE—
H.R. 1838, TAIWAN SECURITY ENHANCEMENT ACT

H.R. 1838 would emphasize the security re-
lationship between the United States and
Taiwan. Specifically, the bill would author-
ize an increase in the technical staff at the
American Institute in Taiwan, and would re-
quire the Administration to report on Tai-
wan’s defense needs, its security situation,
and the United States’ ability to respond to
contingencies in the Asia-Pacific region.
Also, the bill would require the Administra-

tion to enhance the opportunities for train-
ing and exchanges of Taiwanese officers at
U.S. military schools and academies. CBO es-
timates that enacting the bill would have no
significant budgetary effect.

According to the Department of Defense
(DoD), implementing H.R. 1838 would not re-
quire any additional staff because DoD has
already increased the number of technical
staff at the American Institute in Taiwan
during the last year. CBO estimates that pre-
paring the required reports would not in-
crease costs significantly, and any additional
officer training and exchanges would be paid
in full by Taiwan. The funds for training and
exchanges would flow through the foreign
military sales trust fund—a direct spending
account. Because the bill could affect direct
spending, pay-as-you-go procedures would
apply; however, CBO estimates that the net
effect of any increase in collections and out-
lays would not be significant.

H.R. 1838 contains no intergovernmental or
private-sector mandates as defined in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act and would
not affect the budgets of state, local, or trib-
al governments.

The estimate was prepared by Joseph C.
Whitehill. The estimate was approved by
Peter H. Fontaine, Deputy Assistant Direc-
tor for Budget Analysis.

PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES
SHOULD RAISE CAMPAIGNS TO
HIGHER LEVEL OF TRUTHFUL-
NESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
know many Americans and also an
awful lot of people in Washington, D.C.,
are focusing intently on what is going
on in New Hampshire, not only tonight
but over the past several weeks. We are
obviously in the midst of a presidential
primary season. It is very exciting to
watch the democratic process playing
itself out seeing who is going to be
elected the next President of this great
republic.

It has not been too surprising to see
the differences between the Republican
and the Democratic Party. The Repub-
licans obviously have five or six con-
servative candidates whose fight main-
ly centers around who wants to cut
taxes more, who wants to cut the size
and scope of this mammoth bureauc-
racy, who wants to spend less and pro-
mote greater freedoms for individuals
across the country.

Likewise, it is not a surprise that the
Democratic primary has been con-
sumed by battles, a left-wing battle for
those swinging wildly for the most ex-
treme elements of the Democratic left,
whether it be in Iowa or New Hamp-
shire.

They are fighting for bigger govern-
ment. They are fighting for higher
taxes, fighting for Federal funding of
abortion on demand, not only here but
also across the globe, and they are also
fighting for socializing medicine, the
same schemes that were rejected in
1994 by Americans.

Now, that is also not a surprise to
most observers. But what is surprising,

I think, to many observers have been
the exploits of the Democratic front
runner, Albert Gore. I say it is sur-
prising because he has shown a remark-
able disregard for telling the truth in
his campaign battle against Senator
Bradley.

In the USA Today today, Walter Sha-
piro, who is a regular columnist who
writes ‘‘Hype and Glory,’’ wrote this:

‘‘To tell the truth, Al Gore is having
trouble out there. There he goes again.
Al Gore simply can’t help himself.
With his veracity challenged by Bill
Bradley and questioned in recent news
stories, Gore might have been expected
to use his major campaign event Sun-
day to end the final weekend before the
New Hampshire primary on a high
note. Instead, the Vice President,
stretching truth as if he were com-
peting in a taffy pull, went after Brad-
ley with the kind of rhetorical overkill
that made . . . Ted Kennedy standing
next to Gore seem like Caspar Milque-
toast.’’

‘‘Speaking to both passionate sup-
porters and still-wavering undecided
voters, Gore dispensed with any pre-
tense of subtlety in his new super-hero
role . . . Gore used the word ‘fight’ . . .
44 times in roughly a 20-minute speech
. . . But what was the most stunning
about the Gore speech was not the
Rocky imagery, but unabashed and
unashamed mendacity.’’

Shapiro goes on to say, ‘‘Remember,
Gore is the same candidate who in-
sisted in Wednesday night’s debate
that, ‘There has never been a time in
this campaign that I have said some-
thing that I know to be untrue.’ ’’ Sha-
piro went on to say either GORE, ‘‘in
both his Gingrich and abortion com-
ments, enjoys a very permissive defini-
tion of ‘untrue’ or else his judgment is
highly suspect if he actually believes
his own over-the-top claims.’’

And I am quoting still from Shapiro
in USA Today: ‘‘The Boston Globe dis-
closed Friday that during Gore’s stut-
tering presidential campaign in 1988,
his press secretary . . . warned the can-
didate in a memo, ‘Your main pitfall is
exaggeration.’ This character flaw, this
relentless willingness to prevaricate
and demonize his opponents, might
have been barely excusable in a young
Senator making a premature run for
the White House. But,’’ in the words of
Shapiro, ‘‘it is deeply troubling in a
senior statesman who has served two
terms as Vice President.’’

Walter Shapiro concludes by talking
about how Bill Bradley has been trying
to elevate the Democratic primary,
whether one agrees with some of the
most liberal tenets in his platform or
not. ‘‘But if politics is ever again to be-
come a higher moral calling than, say,
commodities trading or running a tal-
ent agency in Hollywood, then can-
didates must be held responsible for
the tenor and the truthfulness of their
campaigns. And that means you, Mr.
Vice President.’’

Mr. Speaker, I have got to say, I was
struck not only by the timing of this
article, because I was absolutely
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stunned yesterday when AL GORE, cam-
paigning in New Hampshire, criticized
Bill Bradley for injecting Willie Horton
into the New Hampshire primary, when
all Mr. Bradley was saying was that it
was Mr. GORE and not George Bush who
injected Willie Horton into the cam-
paign in 1988. And so then the Vice
President turns around and attacks
Bill Bradley for telling the American
people who first introduced Americans
to Willie Horton.

Likewise, he criticized Mr. Bradley
for hurting the pro-choice movement
for pointing out the fact that Mr. GORE
has been extraordinarily inconsistent
on the issue of pro-choice. I certainly
hope that he and all other candidates,
Republicans and Democrats, can raise
this campaign to a higher level.

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, this is a
great opportunity this evening to talk
about an issue that many of us have
raised in this Congress over the last
several years. That is an issue that
really is a fundamental issue of fair-
ness, an issue of fairness that the
American people have been asking
some pretty basic questions about over
the last several years.

I represent the south side of Chicago,
the south suburbs in Cook and Will
Counties, as well as bedroom commu-
nities and farm communities in Illi-
nois. And I found, whether I was in the
steel workers union hall in Hegwish or
a neighborhood in Chicago or at the
local legion post in Joliet or the local
grain elevator in Tonica, people often
ask a basic question: Is it right, is it
fair that under our Tax Code that the
average married working couple pays
higher taxes just because they are mar-
ried? They say why do the folks in
Washington allow a Tax Code to be in
place that tells us that if we choose to
get married and work, we are going to
pay more in taxes?

Mr. Speaker, they are stunned when
they learn that 28 million married
working couples pay an average $1,400
more in higher taxes just because they
are married.

Clearly, the marriage tax penalty
suffered by working married people is
fundamentally wrong and something
we should change. I am so pleased that
the leadership of this House, the
Speaker of the House, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), has made
reduction and elimination of the mar-
riage tax penalty the first priority this
year. First out of the box and on a fast
track as a tax-related initiative to help
middle-class families.

The marriage tax penalty has been in
place for almost 30 years, and no one
has gone back to fix it. I am pleased
this Republican Congress has made a

decision to bring fairness to the Tax
Code by working to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty.

The marriage tax penalty is some-
thing that affects real people. I have a
photo here of a young couple from Jo-
liet, Illinois, Shad and Michelle
Hallihan, two school teachers. They
teach in the local public schools in Jo-
liet. Shad and Michelle suffer a mar-
riage tax penalty of almost a thousand
dollars because they are married. They
recently had a child, a baby. And as
Michelle Hallihan pointed out to me,
she said that $1,000 the marriage tax
penalty that they suffer, that is 3,000
diapers that they can buy for their
child that goes to Uncle Sam instead of
taking care of their child. It is real
money.

Mr. Speaker, $1,400 in Joliet, Illinois,
where Shad and Michelle live is one
year’s tuition at Joliet Community
College, and it is 3 months of day care
at a local day care center.

Let me explain how it came about.
Our Tax Code has grown more com-
plicated and since the late 1960s, mar-
ried working couples, moms and dads,
husbands and wives with two incomes
have paid higher taxes just because
they are married. Of course, we have
made this a priority, and I would like
to announce, of course, this Wednes-
day, the Committee on Ways and
Means is going to be marking up, com-
mittee action will occur on legislation
essentially to wipe out the marriage
tax penalty for almost 28 million mar-
ried work couples. A real change that
is going to help people.

Mr. Speaker, this is how the mar-
riage tax penalty works. Take a ma-
chinist and a school teacher in the
south suburbs of Chicago. They have
identical incomes. This machinist is
making $31,500 as a single person.
Under our Tax Code, he is going to be
taxed at 15 percent rate. So he meets a
school teacher, a gal with an identical
income of $31,500, and they choose to
get married. And at the point they
choose to get married, they begin filing
their taxes jointly.

When we file our taxes jointly, we
combine our two incomes. In this case,
this machinist and school teacher who
previously were taxed at 15 percent, be-
cause they chose to get married, their
combined income pushes their com-
bined income to $63,000. They pay al-
most $1,400 more in higher taxes be-
cause they are pushed, under our Tax
Code, into the 28 percent tax bracket,
the higher tax bracket. That is wrong,
but today that is the current situation
for working married couples. So, real-
ly, the incentives is in the wrong place.
Marriage is one of the most basic insti-
tutions in our society, and our Tax
Code punishes marriage.

I would point out that had this ma-
chinist and school teacher chose to live
together outside of marriage, they
would not suffer that extra tax. Only
when they choose to get married do
they pay that higher tax. And I think
we all agree, that is wrong that we im-

pose higher taxes on married working
people.

I am proud to say that the House Re-
publican leadership, under the leader-
ship of Speaker Hastert, has made
elimination of the marriage tax pen-
alty our first initiative in an effort to
bring fairness to the Tax Code and
lower the tax burden on working fami-
lies. This afternoon, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) unveiled the
legislation that will provide tax relief
for 28 million married working couples.
It is similar, almost identical in many
ways, to the Marriage Tax Elimination
Act, H.R. 6, legislation that we intro-
duced earlier this year which now has
230 cosponsors, and overwhelming ma-
jority of Republicans; and I am pleased
that 12 Democrats have joined with us
in an effort to make this a bipartisan
proposal.

Mr. Speaker, let me briefly share
what the proposal that we will be
working on in the Committee on Ways
and Means on Wednesday will do. It is
the goal of the House to act and ap-
prove and send to the Senate by Feb-
ruary 14, Valentine’s Day, our effort to
wipe out the marriage tax penalty.

Think about it. What better Valen-
tine’s Day gift to give 28 million mar-
ried working people than elimination
of the marriage tax penalty. This legis-
lation will essentially wipe out the
marriage tax penalty for almost every-
body who suffers it. That will be a big
change in our Tax Code.

The legislation that we will be acting
on and voting out of the House in the
next couple of weeks will help 28 mil-
lion married working couples. For
those who do not itemize their taxes,
they will see immediately $230 dollars
in marriage tax relief. For those who
itemize because they own a home, they
will see $1,400 marriage tax relief under
this legislation.

I would point out that this makes a
big difference. Under our plan, we pro-
vide immediate marriage tax relief in
2001, next year, helping millions of cou-
ples. And because we double the stand-
ard deduction for those who do not
itemize for joint filers to twice that of
singles, 3 million married working cou-
ples will see their Tax Code simplified
because they will no longer need to
itemize and fill out extra forms. So we
make filing for taxes easier.

And for those who do itemize, pri-
marily homeowners, they will see mar-
riage tax relief as well. Twenty-eight
million married work couples will see
up to $1,400 in marriage tax relief as a
result of what the Committee on Ways
and Means will approve on Wednesday,
and I expect that an overwhelming ma-
jority of this House will see it approved
before Valentine’s Day. What a great
Valentine’s Day gift that we can give
28 million married working couples,
elimination of the marriage tax pen-
alty.
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I am joined by a number of my col-

leagues today who have been real lead-
ers in the effort to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty.
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